This study examines urban/suburban differences in educational outcomes in light of Tilly's conception of "opportunity hoarding." Data from the U.S. Census reveal the changing circumstances of 17-year-olds in central city and suburban settings across the post-World War II period. Focusing on the metropolitan Northeast and Eastern Midwest, we consider a range of factors associated with differences in educational attainment. Using a multilevel analytic strategy, we find evidence that clear distinctions emerged in this period, marking the educational status of youth in central city and suburban settings. While there were signs of urban/suburban inequality in certain metropolitan contexts and for specific types of suburbs in 1940, 40 years later the urban-suburban divide was clearly evident across all metropolitan settings. A wide range of factors became associated with this form of spatial differentiation in school experiences during the postwar era, suggesting that a prolonged process of systematic exclusion characterized this dimension of metropolitan development. We close with a brief discussion of policy implications for addressing school-related factors that may contribute to these differences.
Introduction
Readily perceptible distinctions between central city and suburban communities have become a major manifestation of the spatial distribution of status, wealth, and power in metropolitan America (Gottdiener 1985) . This was not always so. In the postwar era, as a rule, cities gained older housing stock, higher rates of crime, greater poverty, and more congestion than most sub- Building on this body of research, our analysis is guided by the idea of opportunity hoarding expressed in Henig's quote above. The urban-suburban divide was historically established with communities proximate to city limits by powers of exclusion in contradistinction to the urban core in sociocultural and political terms to varying degrees (Fogelson 2005; Jackson 1985) . As Massey (2007) has recently suggested, this distinction can be considered a geographic point of dissimilarity and segregation, reflecting critical status demarcations. In short, a process of metropolitan development marked by socially differentiated civil jurisdictions created categories of community types that require an appropriate spatial analysis of inequality (Baldassare 1992; Teaford 2008 ). This manifestation of opportunity hoarding, we suggest, has important implications for educational policy.
Central City and Suburban Characteristics, 1940-80
In this study, we address the metropolitan educational divide by focusing on 17-year-old youth in the northern United States between 1940 and 1980. 3 By the latter date, fully 80 percent of its population lived in metropolitan settings, the highest level in the nation (Frey and Speare 1988) . As such, the northern United States was an epicenter for forces of suburban development and spatial differentiation described above.
The census data used for this study distinguish only between individuals situated inside or outside of the central cities in metropolitan areas during each decennial census year. This represents a very broad measure of differences between communities labeled "urban" and "suburban." Cities, after all, were hardly uniform in social and economic terms, and even central cities varied in size, function, and prosperity. Similarly, suburban communities exhibited considerable variety (Logan and Schneider 1981 ; O'Connor 1985; Schnore 1956; Schnore and Alford 1963). However, the data limit our ability to identify differences in attainment and other facets of life in various types of communities. Consequendy, we cannot consider specific cities and suburbs to represent ideal types that may have existed in the literature (Baldassare 1992; Miller 1995) . Rather, our puipose is to capture large-scale processes of change that characterized metropolitan development across the entire region over 4 decades. This broad pattern of development, after all, shaped the character- istics associated with the terms "urban" and "suburban" and the educational experiences associated with them.
The experiences of 17-year-olds reflected in these data appear to have mirrored the national trends discussed above. As indicated in table 1, at least 40 percent of these students lived in suburbs in 1940, and by 1960, the number had increased to more than 52 percent. In 1980, more than two out of three students lived in such communities, making it a norm for a large segment of the population. With fewer than 20 percent of youth living outside metro areas, suburbanites were the largest segment of the age group. Living in the suburbs had become the mainstream experience, even if these communities were hardly identical in many respects.
The suburbs attracted largely white, middle-class inhabitants, and this, too, was reflected in the characteristics of 17-year-olds. Unsurprisingly, poverty rates were low and apparently diminished over time. This is especially striking in light of the increase in the proportion of 17-year-olds experiencing poverty in the region's central cities, nearly one in four by 1980. The poverty among suburban youth dropped while their numbers grew by about 50 percent, evidence of the processes of exclusion in metropolitan development. It suggests that poor families were not welcome in many suburbs, another theme in the historical literature (Fogelson 2005; Fox 1985) . Equally striking was the substantial decline in the number of youth with a male household head (father or equivalent) in central cities. While their proportion nearly doubled between 1960 and 1980, in suburbs the increase was more modest despite the escalation of divorce in the intervening years (Furstenberg 1990 ).
All of this reflects a process of change described in the research literature on urban inequality, consistent with Tilly's conceptualization of opportunity hoarding (1998, 2003) . Regarding central cities, themes articulated by Wilson (1987 Wilson ( , 1996 and others about the concentration of poverty in the urban core The association of these conditions with attainment is evident in table 3. The principal variable of interest is in the first column: the proportion of 17-year-olds enrolled in grade 11 or higher (including graduates). This variable represents both a measure of school participation and a level of attainment. Given the age-graded quality of almost all metropolitan schools, a typical 17-year-old would have had to be promoted regularly to reach this level. Thus, being enrolled as a junior or higher can be interpreted as having attained a record of success throughout a school career. Those failing to reach this level usually had repeated one or more grades or had dropped out of school (Temple and Polk 1986). In that case, it is fair to refer to 17-year-old juniors as proficient students or as at least proficient enough for regular promotion. In a time when graduation was not yet a universal expectation, this was noteworthy.
The right-hand column indicates the number of dropouts, a problem studied extensively in urban areas (Balfanz and As noted earlier, the association of suburbs with educational accomplishment was a consistent theme in postwar America. The data presented in tables 1-3, however, suggest that differences in attainment did not become critical until the latter stages of metropolitan development and suburbanization when differentiation and opportunity hoarding were most clearly manifest. It is reasonable, after all, to conclude that lower attainment in central cities was influenced by such other factors as race, rising poverty, and changing family structures, factors also historically inhibiting movement to the suburbs (BrooksGunn et al. 1997; Hallinan 1988; Kantor and Brenzel 1993). Simultaneously, it appears the opposite was true as well. Advantages enjoyed by suburban youth-high levels of affluence and family stability-had become especially evident by 1980, when advantages in attainment were also most apparent. Well-documented forces of social and economic exclusion kept many poor and minority residents confined to central cities. This allowed suburbanites to "hoard" the positive effects of their schools, including higher levels of attainment.
Multilevel Analysis: Data and Method
Examining trends in tabular data is helpful, but to further consider just how these elements of metropolitan life developed, it is necessary to use a different form of analysis. We employ hierarchical logistic regression (Raudenbush and With the multilevel approach, we constructed variables reflecting the characteristics of communities where these youth lived. For these factors concerning metropolitan area (contextual or ecological) effects, we used 1 percent samples of adults aged 30-50 in these settings, also obtained from IPUMS. This avoids possibly confounding the effects at different levels when using cases from the same sample, and it better reflects the adult-constructed settings within which youth made decisions about school. Using a range of ages permits us to capture the variety of adults who influenced the youth in our samples.
A full list of all the variables included in the study is provided in table Al in the appendix. Our outcome variable is a dichotomous measure of whether the 17-year-old has achieved grade 11 or higher attainment. Our central independent variable is whether the individual resided in a suburb or a central city location. Since the focus of the study is metropolitan youth, those living in rural and other nonmetro locations were excluded. We selected a number of individual-level control variables with well-established effects on educational attainment. Basic demographic and ethnocultural factors include race, ethnicity (Hispanic), and gender. Socioeconomic controls represent the social and economic status (SES) of the student, including employment, family structure, and parental education and occupation levels. Including other factors did not materially affect the results of our analysis.
With respect to factors operating at the metropolitan level, we developed variables that represented the economic, occupational, and social characteristics of the metro areas in this region. Unfortunately, since information about communities within metro areas was not available, it was not possible to identify smaller geospatial units. For instance, suburban homeownership rates and average house value reflect the suburbs as a whole in a given metropolitan area but not particular communities. Likewise, the percentage of adults holding manufacturing jobs can be interpreted as reflecting the blue collar character of the total suburban or central city workforce in a given metro area. Adult education level is a similarly global indicator of an area's educational heritage. We also included two separate population size measures. One is the overall metropolitan (city and suburbs) population, reflecting the differences between large metro areas, such as New York City, and smaller ones, such as Buffalo or Cleveland. The second is the ratio of the suburban population to the central city population. This is important not only because suburbanization in a given area is likely to change over 4 decades but also because it varies across areas at any given time. 
Analysis Strategy
By accounting for the nesting of students within metro areas, the hierarchical approach not only limits prediction biases but also partitions variance components at different levels (DiPrete and Forristal 1994; Snijders and Bosker 1999). Our approach tested seven consecutive models, fitted separately on the 1940 and the 1980 cohorts. 6 In each, the outcome measure was the likelihood of grade 11 or higher educational attainment. The first three models were fitted to evaluate the basic variance components at different levels-student and metropolitan area. The first one (the "null model") involves no independent variables. It provides a baseline estimate of the extent of variance accounted for at the metro level. The second and third models predict the degree to which the baseline variance estimates are influenced by the introduction of student-and metro-level factors, respectively:
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Results of Hierarchical Logistic Regression Models Estimating the Odds of Grade 11 or Higher Attainment for 17-Year-Olds in 1940
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) It has a value of 3.286 (tt2/3) when a standard logit distribution is assumed or a value of 1.000 when a probit distribution is assumed (Snijdcrs and Boskcr 1999). The ICC is reported only for the random intercept models. In random coefficient models, the ICC is difficult to interpret because it is not only hctcroskcdastic but is unduly influenced by the scale differences among the independent variables (Snijdcrs and Boskcr 1999). ^Statistically significant at the 10% level. * Statistically significant at die 5% level. ** Statistically significant at the 1% level. It has a value of 3.286 (7r2/3) when a standard logit distribution is assumed or a value of 1.000 when a probit distribution is assumed (Snijdcrs and Boskcr 1999). The ICC is reported only for the random intercept models. In random coefficient models, the ICC is difficult to interpret because it is not only hctcroskcdasdc but is unduly influenced by the scale differences among the independent variables (Snijdcrs and Boskcr 1999).
"""Statistically significant at the 10% level. * Statistically significant at the 5% level. ** Statistically significant at the 1% level.
likelihood of grade 11 or higher attainment by about 40 percent. Being female had a slighdy positive but nonsignificant effect. These racial and gender influences were robust to socioeconomic factors since they changed only slightly from model 5 to model 6. As such, demographic and socioeconomic background factors appear to have had distinct effects in 1940. Being employed, not having a father at home, and having at least one parent who had dropped out of high school adversely influenced educational attainment.
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However, homeownership and having at least one parent in white collar employment were considerable advantages.
Another important finding for 1940 is the stability of the metro-level variance around the suburb main effect. The introduction of student-level covariates had little impact upon metro-level variance around the suburb main effect. This suggests that demographic and socioeconomic factors overlapped minimally with metro-level dynamics, which is consistent with the notion that suburbanization was not widely exclusionary at this stage of its development. The introduction of student-level covariates revealed markedly different results for the 1980 cohort. First, the odds ratio for the suburb main effect in model 4 = 2.004) is reduced to 1.599 in model 5 and to 1.189 in model 6, though it remained statistically significant. In other words, a considerable portion of the influence of suburban residence on educational attainment was strongly associated with race, ethnicity, class, and gender. This is consistent with the findings of research describing systematic exclusion by predominantly white middle-class suburbanites over multiple decades, a process that increasingly concentrated disadvantaged groups in the region's central cities ( This finding is consistent with Tilly's theory of opportunity hoarding, applied in this case to the process of suburbanization in the postwar era, identifying suburban residence as a key advantage in educational attainment regardless of the metropolitan setting. As noted in discussion of the results for models 4-6 for the 1980 cohort, suburban advantage in education had become entwined with the race, class, and family background of students. In other words, as the city-suburb divide became entrenched, and defined by patterns of exclusion along these lines, it also reflected much of the educational attainment gap associated with these characteristics.
Discussion
Our results provide a clear expression of the growing differences in the educational experiences of youth in urban and suburban settings. As the pro-portion of youth living in suburbs increased to two out of three, the social and economic consequences of living in cities and the surrounding suburbs became quite different. This analysis has demonstrated that educational attainment was a critical manifestation of this distinction and was tied to other factors that came to characterize these settings. We suggest that these differences are consistent with Tilly's notion of opportunity hoarding and that they appear to reflect a process of systematic exclusion and advantage-seeking on the part of suburbanites.
The results of our analysis indicate that suburban youth in certain settings held an educational edge in 1940 but that 40 years later a more general pattern of advantage was evident, one linked to forms of social exclusion that developed in the intervening decades. The socioeconomic factors we considered, including family structure, had the statistical effect of controlling for many of the exclusive attributes that gave suburban youth a distinct advantage with respect to social and economic status. Thus, it is hardly a surprise that these factors diminished the main effect of suburban advantage regarding educational attainment in the analysis. Spatial distinctions in this respect were clearly linked to individual and household characteristics, which is evidence of social segregation.
This analysis reveals a statistically robust suburban main effect in 1980, accounting for nearly half of the individual-level variance in educational attainment with controls for student characteristics and contextual factors. Further research is clearly needed to understand this, as we lack an exhaustive set of possible elements, such as financial and organizational or institutional advantages of suburban schools (Arum 2000; Roscigno 1999 ) and other factors we were unable to consider. It is likely, in fact, that many observed and unobserved advantages of suburban residence interact to create higher-order spatial benefits that can, in various ways, be considered a form of "concentrated advantage," parallel to the "concentration effects" linked to poor urban areas in recent decades (Massey and Denton 1993; Wilson 1987 Wilson , 1996 . As Sampson et al. (2002) note, "concentrated affluence" is an understudied phenomenon, although they also suggest that "the ecological concentration of poverty appears to have increased significandy during recent decades, as has the concentration of affluence at the upper end of the income scale" (446-47). Our results, therefore, highlight the need to further examine the constituent elements of the advantages related to affluence and the manifold ways that opportunity hoarding has been manifest historically in suburban communities.
These findings, however, are consistent with Henig's suggestion that spatial inequality was decisively linked to a political process of omission at the community level. As suburban residential patterns became more closely linked to social status and key demographic characteristics, they also became associated with different educational experiences. This suggests that the power of exclusion almost certainly contributed to the development of such distinctions and that the rise of suburban dominance in education was direcdy linked to the decline of urban education."
From the standpoint of educational policy, the emergence of this general spatial pattern of inequality points to the limitations of federal measures designed to ameliorate the impact of poverty and related factors on schooling. In particular, Tide 1 of the 1965 Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) was the principal national program to provide funding to compensate for such factors. As a number of studies have noted, however, resources made available were so widely distributed that they had little effect on areas of concentrated poverty, such as major cities (Cohen and Moffitt 2009; Kantor 1990). As Vinovskis (1999) has pointed out, "this often meant that some of the poorest and most disadvantaged students in high poverty areas did not get any federal assistance while already successful students who did not really need that help received it in more affluent school districts" (189).
Such inconsistencies were a consequence of political compromises deemed necessary to pass ESEA in the mid-1960s with support from a range of interests. This legislation was finalized, moreover, before the process of suburban development had reached the level evident in 1980. While there was recognition of urban-suburban distinctions in education and affluence in the sixties, such differences were not as pronounced as they became later. Consequently, there was little interest in making federal aid geographically specific to address poverty and related factors in education, at least below the state level. Furthermore, there was scant oversight regarding the expenditure of funds, so resources intended to address urban problems were underutilized (Kantor 1990 ). In short, just as the problems of the cities were becoming more pronounced, national policy initiatives aimed at addressing inequality in education were poorly adapted to addressing them. Indeed, distributing federal aid to schools in this manner may have contributed to metropolitan differences in outcomes noted above.
We maintain that the continuing existence of such spatial distinctions in educational outcomes clearly calls for a systematic policy response. While larger numbers of low-income and minority families have moved to so-called inner-ring suburbs in recent years (Kodras 1997 As suggested above, superior school resources may well contribute to the suburban advantage evident in table 5. If so, then the question of equity hinges in part on determining levels of funding that could address related geo-spatial inequities in educational outcomes. Yinger (1997, 2005) , among others, have argued that central city schools require additional resources extending far beyond parity with other districts to achieve equivalent results in educational attainment and achievement. Addressing the advantages of suburban institutions, in that case, would entail substantial reallocation of resources from the suburbs to major cities. To undertake such drastic redistributive policies, significant political opposition must be overcome at the local and state level. As one former state legislative leader recendy declared, "we don't play Robin Hood. We're not going to take [money] away from you just because you're rich" (Yaffe 2008) . For this reason, we suggest that the best chances for undertaking changes on this scale probably exist at the federal level, perhaps as a modification or enhancement of Tide I. This is clearly a question that calls for additional investigation and for discussion among policy makers.
It is also possible that school compositional effects may play an important role in defining the advantages enjoyed by suburban schools evident in our analysis. This, too, was not a factor that we were able to include in our analysis, but racially balanced schools appear to have positive effects on the performance of urban minority students, albeit to varying degrees (Hanushek et al. 2008; Mickelson 2009 ). Likewise, there is emerging evidence on the potential benefits of socioeconomically integrated schools for poor students, particularly when combined with greater opportunities for interracial contact and additional curricular and social supports (Crosnoe 2009 ). Simply put, there appears to be an educational premium gained from exposure to students from high SES backgrounds. Given this, it may be also important to consider policies that promote social and economic integration of schools and communities that span metropolitan areas, such as Moving to Opportunity (MTO) and similar initiatives (Clampet-Lundquist and Massey 2008). Programs such as this, permitting urbanites the opportunity to benefit from the advantages of suburban residence, can also be critical for mitigating the effects of suburban opportunity hoarding on metropolitan inequity so evident in the latter twentieth century. With the national scale of the problem, these sorts of initiatives probably should be undertaken at the federal level as well, as is the case with MTO. This, too, is an issue that requires more inquiiy and consideration from policy makers.
Our analysis indicates that urban/suburban differences in educational attainment had become a pervasive and deeply rooted phenomenon by the latter twentieth century. Only with dramatic, sweeping policy measures, such as greater spending for urban schools and efforts to enable at least some central city children to enjoy the benefits of concentrated affluence in suburban schools, may it finally be possible to begin addressing such systematic geospatial manifestations of educational inequity. Policy initiatives of this sort can be seen as redressing the systematic "hoarding" of opportunity and advantage that shaped metropolitan development in the United States across the postwar era. Short of this, the historical record suggests that metropolitan patterns of exclusion and inequity will continue to shape educational outcomes for the foreseeable future. 
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We would like to thank the editors and several anonymous reviewers for their many suggestions for improving this article. Ahmed Logan helped to prepare it for publication. We are responsible, of course, for its shortcomings. 5. Individuals were listed in this way by IPUMS to avoid the possibility of identification, an issue of great concern to the Census Bureau. This was fewer than 10 percent of the overall sample in 1940, and fewer than 15 percent in 1980. We conducted a series of tests and were unable to discern any systematic patterns in the excluded population, and their overall characteristics closely match the metropolitan sample as a whole. We therefore believe that limiting the study to youth known to live either in a central city setting or a suburban one does not introduce any applicable bias to the sample. 6. Pooling the data for the two cohorts to test for period effects, along with relevant period interaction effects with other factors, proved computationally infeasible, given the large sample size, the dichotomous outcome measure, and the hierarchical modeling approach. It also posed comparability problems in terms of both the change in metro boundaries and the growth in the number of distinct metro areas from 1940 to 1980.
7. As noted in (Duncan 1994) . Other factors in the analysis were rather consistent in their association with attainment, reflecting research on this era (Mare 1981) . Although the incidence of fatherless households increased dramatically across the period in question, the effect of this variable was practically the same for both cohorts. Similar observations can be made regarding parental occupational status and educational background, at least as reflected in the variables constructed to measure such factors for this study. The Hispanic ethnicity variable was negative and significant in both years, but the effect was somewhat greater in 1980, undoubtedly reflecting the growing immigrant population in the years following 1965 (Arias 1986 10. This odds ratio is based on the exponentiated sum of the interaction effect (j3 = 0.410) and the suburb main effect (/? = -0.014): /"••-«">"> = 1.487. All other significant interaction terms can be interpreted in the same fashion.
11. On this point, see Rury and Mirel (1997) .
